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any technically feasible point within Nevada Bell's network.'" Staff and BCP witnesses also 

conlimied that the quality of interconnection provided by Nevada Bell to competitive pr0L~idei-s 

is at least equal to that Nevada Bell provides to itself, its affiliates and any other carrier.'" Staff 

likewise concluded that the rates, ternis and conditions offered by Nevada Bell are just, 

reasonable and nondiscriminatory. 

Nevada Bell's showing of compliance with Cliccklist Item 1 .  The evidence. in short, establishes 

that Nevada Bell satisfies the requit-crnents of Checklist Item I .  

I 7 X  Moreover, no conipetitive provider seriously challenged 

_ .  7 Standard 

121.  Section 271(c)(')(B)(i) of the Act obligates Nevada Bell to provide 

"[i]titerconnection in accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(l)."'" 

Section 251(c)(2). I n  turn, obligates Nevada Bell "to provide, for the facilities and equipment of 

any requesting tcleconiniunica~ions carricr, interconnection with the local exchange carrier's 

tictwork for the transmission and routing o f  telephone exchange service and exchange acccss."IJO 

To demonstrate compliance with Section 251(c)(2), Nevada Bell must show that i t  satisfies three 

rcquircments for the provision of interconnection. First, Nevada Bell must demonstrate that i t  

provides interconnection "at a n y  technically feasible point within the [Company's] network.""' 

Second. Nevada Bell must establish that the interconnection service i t  provides to CLECs is "at 

See tnhib i t  IS? .  Phase 11-I3 Suppleinental Dircct Testimony o f  Yasuli Otsuka ("Otsuka Phase II-B I?( ,  

Supplemental Direct"i a t  15. lines 8 ~- 25: 
Cliarlrs A .  Hemnflin-at 21. lines 17- 3 1  ("Friduss, I~rcmpflinl: Direct"). 

and Pac i f i c  Bell peitinrmance mt.asiircmenr r c w l t s l :  
(iioiing [list, as o f J u l y  2tN10, Nevada Bell hdd pia, isioncd 4 uric-u'ay trunks from Kevada Bell to CLECs and 7.006 
i\vo-\vay trunks using the "same cqiiipn~cnt. iiiteilhccs and rcchnical  criteria and service standards Nevada Bell uses 
for its own trunks. hul stating ihal a final detcrnlination of"iiondiscriniination requires and analysis orperformance 
i i ieasurcs. . ." in Pllase 1 1 ) .  

See Exhibit 152, Phase 11-I<  Direci Tesrinlony oI 'Yasuii  Orsu la  at  12,  line 17 - 25 (staling that collocalion 
rates are reasonable) 8; 13.  line 26 ~. 14. line I O  (siating Nevada Bell provides interconnection at T'ELRIC rates) 
i " O i w k a  Phose l l-I3 Dircci"); srr. & Orruka Phase l l -B Supplenicnlal Direct a t  3, l ines 7 - 9 (stating rhar Ncvada 
Dell provides merconnectinn to CLECs in a noiidiscrimiilalnr\, m a n n r r ~  

a& Exhibit 19. Joint Direct Testimony ofMichael  J .  Friduss and 

Exhibit 15:. Phace 11-R Otsuka Supplcnlenial Direct a i  3, l ine 27 -4 .  line 1 5  (relying 011 Nevada B e l l  1~;- 

&I Exhibit 19. Friduss;Henipflinp Direct at 22, lines 9 - 23 

, :s 

, ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ I  
~~ ~~ 

I10 47 C.S.C.A. 8 27l(c)(2)(B)(i); 
9 61. \meritecIi Xlichican Order 71 222. 

Bell Ai lan t i c  Ne\\  l ' o m l 1  63: Second BcllSouth Louisiana Order, 

47 \ j .S.C.A. 6 251(c)(.?)(.\J. ,411 

14 ,  47 L1.C.C.A 5 25I(c)(Z)(Bi. I n  the Local Cninpetition First Report and Ordcr. the Commission identified a 
niiniiiiiini sct of reclinically feasiblr poiiits of iniercoilnecuon. % F i r 1  Report and Order. lmplrinenlation of thc 
-_ Local Conmelition Pro\,isions of the Telecommunications A c i  o f  1996, FCC 96-325, CC Docket No. 96-98,1;11204- 
2 I I (re1 .!lug 8. I096) ("I oca1 Conipeiiiion First Report and Order" or "Local Conrprtition Order"). 
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least equal in quality to that provided by [Nevada Bell] to itself."''' Third, Nevada Bell must 

demonstrate that it provides intercoiinection "at rates, terms, and conditions that are just, 

reasonable, and nondiscriminatory. i n  accordance with the ternis of the agreement and tlie 

requirements of  [section 2511 and section 252."'" 

3. Analysis 

a .  bievada Bell provides interconnection trurikinr: for CLECs that is at least equal in 
qualitv to the services i t  provides to Itself. and at rates, terms and conditions that are just 
and rcasonablc 

( 1 )  
Companv's network 

Competing carriers may choose any technically feasible method and 

CLECS can interconnect at a n y  technically feasible point wi th in  tlie 

122. 

intcrconiiection at a particular point on the incumbent LEC's network.I4' Technically feasible 

nietliods of inferconnection include, b u t  arc no1 l imi~ed lo, physical and virtual collocation and 

incet point arrangements. 

w i t h  the ILEC and cannot be required f o  transport traffic to less convenient o r  efficient 

interconnection points. 

[LEC for any additional cost incurred by providing interconnection, competitors have an 

iiicentivc to make economically efficient decisions about where to connect. 

I 4 5  New entrants may selecl a single point at which to exchangc traffic 

I J(, However, because competing carriers usually must compensate an 

117 

123. Based upon the record, Nevada Bell offers four methods of interconnection in 

accord wi th  this aspect of compliance wi th  Cliecklist ltcin I. ' ' '  These methods include: ( i )  fiber 

meet method ("Fiber Meet");"" (ii) physical collocation method of  interconnection; ( i i i )  virtual 

17 u s.c..4. 4 Zil(C!(2)(C!. 
ld 5 25l(c!(2)(D). 
Local Comuerition Order'i!I 549~50 
1 7  C.F.R \\ 51.521(b): Local Conipetirioti Order '!'I 549.50. 
1J 
Local Conipetitioii Order 11 209. 
&Exhibi t  70, Rebuttal Tesitmonv of\Vtliiatii C Dccre at 6 ("In fact, as described ii i  paragraphs I I 

I,? 

l l i  

l i l  

, I 5  

I,(. 

1,; 

, A X  

throupli 29 of my drafl  arf idaw. the CLEC may choose from f ive merhods of inierconnection.") ("Deere Rebuttal 
Testimony"): see & Exhibit 5 .  Dirccr Tcsttnioiiv of Will~atn C. Dccre and Drafi Afl idavii  1111 I I ~ 13 ("h 
Di rec I") .  

poinl berweeti Ihc CLECs' premiars and  Nevada Bell '$ raiidcm or  end orlice. 
Teslinionl: T 14, ee 

ili CLCCs c a i i  iisc the Fiher Mer1 method a t  a n y  tnuiually agreeable,  economically and technically feaslble 
Exhibtt  5.  Deere Dtrrcr 

Exhibit  4 Dtrecr Tcsiimonv of Curtts L. Ijopfinser and Draft Affidawt at CLH Attachment 
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collocation mcthod of interconnection; and, (iv) leasing of Nevada Bell facilities. i 50 In addition. 

Nevada Bell and a CLEC can ayree to use any other technically feasible niethod of 

intcrconnection, through the hona fide request process (“BFR process”).I5’ Each of the fibcr 

meet designs is available at the t runk side o f  thc local switch. the trunk connection points o f  a 

tandem switch, central office cross-connect points. out-of-band signaling transfer points, and 

points o f  access to unbundled network clements.’” Nevada Bell docs not mandate the point of 

intcrconnection; rather, CLECs call interconnect at “any or all o f  these points.””’ 

124. Nevada Bell has shown thal i t  allows CLECs to interconnect at a single (or, if 

they choose, more than one) technically feasible point of  interconnection and, therefore, 

complies with this elenient of Checklist Item 1 . I5‘ S t a f f s  testimony corroborates these facts.I5’ 

12) 

To implement the equal-in-quality requirement in section 251, an lLEC must 

CLECs receive interconnection that nieets the equal in quality requirement 

125. 

design and operate its interconnection facilities to meet “the same technical criteria and service 

standards” tha t  arc used for the interoffice trunks within the incumbent LEC’s network.’” Trunk 

group blockage and transmission performance measurement standards are probative of the 

applicant’s lechnical criteria and service standards. 

provides reliahlc evidence that a 271 applicant meets the “equal-in-quality” requirement of 

Checklist Item 1 . I c R  

l i 7  Trunk blockage data consequently 

A320 (CIA Appciidix NIM. ‘1 3.41 (“Hoptii icci Direcr”). I r a  CLEC interconnects with Nevada Bell using the Fiber 
Mcer rneiliod, rhe parties wil l  joini ly ensineer and operate a single SOSET transmission systeni. Exhiblt 5, nrere 
Direc i  a1 11 15. scz .I.o Evhibit 4 k m f i n c e r  Diircr at C1.H Alrachnicni ,4320 (GIA Appendix NIM 11 3.4.4). 

Id. Ibis 

, I ,  
- 

Evhibil 70 Deere Reburral at 6. & Cvliibir 1 Hopfiiiver Direct a! CLIi Attachment A (CIA 
Appciidix Nlhl‘  3 5.11: 

i i i lercoiinccl a t  the linc-side of the loci11 s u i ~ c l i  H o u e w r ,  Nevada Bell uill provide inlcrcanncclion to a 
cotiipi.tiii~ c LEC a r  that pollit iipon rcquesi Cvhib i t  5.  Dccre Dirrcr ar 22. 

Exhibit 5 .  Decre Direcr a1 1 13. 
Exhibit 5 ,  L k r e  D i i e c l  ar 1: 2 I .  Nevada Bell has nor yet received a reqiiest from a coinpcril iw provider to 17: 

ld , s i  

Sce SIIC Texas Order 11 76. 15-1 

I?! Exhibit 152. Oisuka Phase 11-B Direct at 13 
, ~, 
,I,. 

L i i ca l  C o m n e t i r l o n ~ 1 ~ : l  221.225: . 4 ~ n c i i d i x  F 1; 18 
.- Id. ‘1‘1 221-25. Arlpendix F 11 18 
Sce Aincrirech Michigan Order 1;‘; 240.45 Trunk group blockage iiidicarcs that end users are experiencing 

, <-  
I 5 %  

dirficulty conipleiinx or i r c e i v i n g  c a l k .  which may h a w  a dlrect irnpaci on the customer’s perceptron o f a  
coniperilive LEC‘s service qua l i t )  
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126. Ncvada Bell designs and operates its interconnection facilities to meet "the same 

technical criteria and service standards" that are used for the interoffice trunks within its 

network. To ensure that CLECs receive interconnection that is at least equal in quality to that 

wliicli Nevada Bell provides to itself, Nevada Bell uses "the same facilities, interfaccs technical 

criteria. and service levels that Nevada Bell provides to its own retail operations.""" MoreoiTer, 

"All trunk forecasting and  servicing for the local and intraLATA trunk groups is based upon the 

s m c  industry standard objectives that Nevada Bell uses for its own trunk groups.'""" This 

evidence demonstrates that Nevada Bell meets this aspect of Checklist Item 1 .  

127. The quantitative data buttresses that showing. Performance Measurement 24 data, 

which reflect the percent ofblocking on common trunks, establishes that Nevada Bell designs 

and operates interconnection faciliries to meet the same technical criteria and service standards 

that Nevada Bell uscs for thc interoffice trunks within its network.16' The Commission, 

thercfore, believes rhe FCC will f ind that Nevada Bell meets the equal-in-quality requirement of 

Section 25 I 

/! 

i '  

Exhibtr 5 ,  Deere Direct 1: 31, see also id. '1 30 ("The access Uevada Bell provides lo points o f  
intcrcoiinrction IS equal in  qual i ty as defined h y  4 1  C.F R. $ 51.321, to u'hat Nevada Bell provides io tlself, encrp l  
!\here reqursted orherutse. Such access meets the same tcchnical criteria and standards used i n  Nevada Bell's 
nctuork for coniparablc arrangenients."). 

sen ic ing  stdndards that Nevada Bell folio\% 

t ~ ~ u n i s .  t h l i i b i t  14.1. Supplemental Rchutral Tesrimonv of C u e n  S. Joluison, GSJ Attachment K, P M  24 ("Johnson 
Sup~lemeti ta l  Kebuiiaj"). P\l 25 reports blockage on dedtcaied interconncctiotl tnink groups thar cany traffic from 
thr Nevada Bell end-office or randem IO  a C1~EC switch. % Exhibi t  140, Gleason/Joh~ison Di rect  a l  TCGGSJ 
.4riachment A-162. Srvada Bell l ias [io data iiiidei Phl 2 5 .  \Vhile D r .  Otsuka draws a negative inference f rom the 
hci  t l iai Nevada Bell m l y  had four oiie a a y  i i i teimmnection lrunk y o u p s  in s e r ~ i c c  as o f  May 2000. he fails Io 
consider thc naiure of rhe x r v i c e  at tssiic ~ one-way ~ r u l i h i t i ~  - and Ihe sizc of Nevada Dell's local exchange market 
Indccd, as nfAugus1. 2001. tlierc U K I K  only 63 one-way lnrercoll l lrction rriink- In s c r ~ ' ~ c c  in PaClf iC Bell's 
servicc territory. Sx Exhib i t  134. Johnson Supplemenial Rehuital. GSJ Atrachnietit L. PM 25,  Sub-measure 
2500700 This i > ~ c  of interconnection anangcnicnl  ~ otic way truiiking - -  iieeds io he established only  " [wlhcre the  
dcriial or pIojecled rraffic demand hetueei i  a C l ~ E C  su'itcli and a Nevada Bell End Of f ice [or tandem] equals o r  
cxcseds 24 i u i i k s  . '' &g Exhihi t  5 .  Decre Direct 7 37.  CLECs. n ioreowr,  prefer more economtcally cfficicnt 
t u n - u a y  trunktng ananpemcnrs. See SRC Texas Order!, 60 n. 141 ("This i s  significant because where a 
coinprt i t tvc LEC does no1 carry a surficieil i  a m o u n t  of rraffic to just i fy  separate oiie-way irunks, an incumbent I,EC 
niusl acconiniodatc t u o - u a y  iruiiking upon request u l ic rcvcr  technicall! feasible. Retusmg to provide ~ w o - u a y  
rrunking would raise costs for neu e n t a n i s  a i d  creale a hantcr  to entry."). 

I !'I 

Id. '1 4 I. Paragraphs 4 I through 5 0  of M r .  I3eere.s drafi af f idavit  explain 111 detail rhe r m n k  forecasting and 

For  the months o f  Apr i l  through August. 2001. U s ~ a d ~  Dell reported 110 block ing on common inreroffice 

l,.8, 
~ 

1111 
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(3) Nevada Bell's interconnection rates. terms and conditions are i u s .  
-able, and nondiscriminatorv 

The requirement to provide interconnection on terms and conditions that are "just. 128. 

reasonable, and nondiscriminatory" means that Nevada Bell must provide interconnection to 

CLECs "in a niatiner no less efficient than the way in which the [Company] provides the 

comparable function to its own retail operations."'6' Perfornnance measurement results that 

report rhe installation time for interconnection service'" and the provisioning of two-way 

trunking arrangcnients. provide relevant evidence under this aspect of the Checklist Item 1 .I"' 

Rcpair timc for troubles affecting interconnection t runks  is useful for determining whether a 271 

applicant provides interconnection service under "terms and conditions that are no less favorable 

than the terms and conditions" the applicant provides to its own retail operations.'"' 

I(,? 

129. Nevada Bell provides interconnection services to CLECs using "the same 

facilities. interfaces. technical criteria, and service levels" that i t  uses to provide service to its 

own retail customers, which ensures that interconnection services are available to CLECs "under 

nondiscriminatory and reasonable ternis and conditions and at the same level of quality that [;I] 

provides cornpamble to itself and its affiliates.""" Perfornnance measurement data corroborate 

this point. Between M a y  and August of 2001, Nevada Bell did not miss a single due date when 

provisioning interconnection services for CLECs.IhX The Regional OSS California specific data 

pro\,idc addirional evidence that Ucvada Bell conlplies with Checklist ltem 1 .  The data indicate 

that thc Regional OSS consistently provides above parity inrerconnection service to CLECs, 

I The FCC's mles require all incunibcnr LEC In prmidr  iuo-way trunking upon request, wherever ruo-way 

~ See x n c r a l l y  Appendix F 119 
17 C.F.R. 6 5 I .305(a)(5); ApDendix F :i 19. 
Exhibit 5 .  Deere Dircct l ;  33. 
LLshibil 144. Johnson Sun~lenie i i ta l  Rchultal, GSJ Al iachment  K .  PM I I, submeasure l105900. 

  rut thing anangenietits are lcch i i i ca l l )  feastble. 47  C.F.K. 4 i1.305(1). 
I<,< 

I,,<, 

I<,-  

I(.X 
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I h’> missing substantially fewer duc dalcs, 

retail operations. 

and repairing troubles more quIckly for CLECs than 
I70 

130. After reviewing all of thc relevant data, Staff concluded that Nevada Bell meets 

the rcquirements of Checklist Item I .  Between August and September 2000, Staff performed a 

“nondiscrimination analysis oii more recent and an expanded data set, including Pacific Bell’s 

perforniance data.””’ Staffs  analysis “con finned “Nevada Bell provides interconnection to 

CLECs i n  a nondiscriniinatory manner.”1i2 The CPUC’s decision of Septeniber 19, 2002, further 

bultrcsses Staffs analysis. In that order, the CPUC found, 

[Tlhat Pacific provides trunking consistent with the requirements of $ 4  
251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1); that is, at any technically feasible point, at least 
equal in quality 10 that provided to itself, and at reasonable 
nondiscriminatory rates. In sum, we conclude that Pacific has satisfied the 
rcquirements oCChecklist ltem I .  and we so ~ e r i f y . ~ ”  

Because the operation support systems that CLECs operating i n  Nevada and California utilize 

are rhe same, the CPUC’s concl i~s io~ i  is relevant to this Conimission’s compliance assessment. 

The weight of  the evidence ~ Kevada Bell’s Lcstimony, Nevada Bell’s perfomlance data, the 

Rcgional OSS California specific data, Staff7s testimony, and the CPUC’s decision ~ eslablish 

that Nevada Bell complics wi th  Checklist ltem 1 

1-4 

(4) 

I3  I ,  

Issues raised by Staff, BCP and Competitive Providers 

As explaiiied above. Staff verified that Nevada Bcll complies with Checklist 

ltem I .  One conipctitive provider, WorldCom, claims that Nevada Bell “does iiol let CLECs 

choose the [point of ititcrconnccrion].””’ Li’orldConi, based upon (hat asserlion, argues that 

Fsliibtt 114. -\son Supplcmental Kebuiul.  GSJ Atuc l in ie tn  L. PM I I ,  submeasure 1 105090 (Bay 
Kegion). PM I I, subrncasiire I I 1  1800 (Sor rh  Rcgion). I‘M I I .  submeasure I 17700 (LA Region) a n d  PM I I, 

I (,‘? 

suhmracurc  l12;h00 (Sou th  Rcgion). 

~ ~ l a t e \ \ ~ d e - a v e r a g e  l i m e  to rrsrore) 

I -,I Six Exhib i t  114. loh i ison Supplenicnial Rchuital. GSJ At~achi i ient  L. PCl  2 1 .  subnieasurc 2197500 

Ser Exh ib i l  153 <)iruka Supplcniental I ) l g s c d a  r l t  2.  

Cal i fon i ia  O&ar 3 1  
Ser Seciion 111(C’) supra. 

1 - 1  

I -? ld at -7. 
/ I  

, -2 
,-i - 

Exhihit 14. h . l u n r i l I h e c t  a i  10. l i i i r  19. 4 point o f ~ n l e r c o n ~ i c c i i o n  or Interface i s  llir Iocat io l l  where two 
carriers eschaiige traffic. 
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Nevada Bell does not meet the requirements of Checklist Item 1 

because the foundation upon which i t  is built is not supported. 

WorldCom’s argument fails 

132. WorldCorn’s argument focuses upon only one form of interconnection. By 

focusing on one form of interconnection, WorldCom igiores not only the other forms of 

interconnection. but also provisions of the Generic Interconnection Agrecment (”GIA”) that 

denionstrate Nevada Bell allows competitive providers to designate the POI. The GIA offers 

competitive providcrs with several interconnection options. 

imporlantly, the BFR process. and whcn considered together (as they must be), provide CLECs 

nli(li “the option of determining the most efficient and convenient interconnection point” subject 

only to “technical 

Coinmission, 

of interconneelion. 

133. 

I77  These options, including 

The provisions of the  CIA, which have been approved by the 

17‘) demonstrate that Nevada Bell allow,s CLECs to designate a single, efficient point 

I811 

Additionally, WorldCom argues that Nevada Bell’s interconnection policies also 

I S 1  requirc CLECs lo transport traffic to inefficicnt or less convenient points of interconnection. 

This argument also is unsupported. 

134. Paragraph 2.8 of the Network Interconnection Methods Appendix (“N IM”) 

siniply states the obvious and exclusive tnethod for Nevada Bell and a CLEC to exchange traffic 

the CLEC chooses to interconnect with the Company through physical collocation i n  a 

Nc\,ada Bell end office. Wheii a CLEC chooses to interconnect through physical collocation at a 

Nevada Bcll end office, Nevada Bell and the CLEC must establish a path (or trunk) to the 

CLEC’s collocatioii spacc to cxchange Iraffic. Ho\\ever, “a CLEC does not need to collocate to 

See id. 31 9.  
& E r h ~ h , i  69, liopfincer Rebuttal a t  15. 
Id. 3 t  I 5  
See id. ai 4-7 gL 8 
Sre 1 . 3  West Communications, Inc. L’. Jcnnlnqs, 46 F. Supp 2d 1004, 1022 (D. Ariz. 1999) (uplioldin_r 

i~ i tcrcon~iect io i~ agreement similar i o  the GLA. which agreement permitted B “single point o f  iiilerconneciion ( a t  [he  
iaiidem switch) per ILATA]”I; Exhibit 69. w n n e r  Reburlal a t  15:  Exhibit 70. Decre Rebuttal at h (discussing 
methods of iniercoiiiiection a n d  explaining CLEC may c l i uox  io lnierconnect where i t  wishes suhjeci only 10 
tcchmcal feasibllity). 

I :(I _ _  
1;- 

I ‘i 

1-9 

,ill, 

- 
~- 

i d ,  Esliihil I ? .  Munor  Direct a t  I I 
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obtain interconnection.’”’‘ CLECs can interconnect with Nevada Bell through the meet-point 

mcthod or any othcr technically feasible 

telecommunications equipmeni in Nevada Bell’s facilities, the “CLEC is not limited to 

interconnection solely through collocation.”1XJ .4 CLEC that has collocated equipment i n  a 

Nevada Bell central oflice could also “interconnect through a fiber meet” 

Even if a competitive provider has collocated 

135. \S’orldCom’s a rymenrs  fail to make the distinction between collocating for the 

purpose of obtaining access to UNEs and exchanging traffic (interconnection). As Mr. Deere 

explained. 

But again, even here, don’t confuse interconnection with transport. 
Interconnection says this is where we interconnect our two networks. You 
interconnect out here i n  the niiddle of a fiber meet. That doesn’t deal with 
how you thcn transport traffic 10 individual offices. They are two separate 
things. 

So i t  might be that you say, yes, we wil l  do a mid span meet for 
interconnection, and then 1’11 bring a 11 this raffic to  the  t andem. B ut I 
may have enough traffic going to a specific end office, specific, not 
Pacific, specific end office that would make i t  ecoriomically reasonablc, 
not only econornic[ally] reasonable hut preferable to then mn direct end 
office trunks to that office. And in doing so. you might want to temiinate 
them and probably would \van[ to terminate them in a collocation space 
you had there.’“’ 

Seclion 11 2.8 of the GIA docs not, as WorldCom suggests, require CLECs to use collocation 

space for direct trunking purposes. However, i f a  CLEC chooses to establish its point of 

interconnection at its collocation c q c ,  rhe CLEC must establish a trunking anangement to 

transporr traffic 

136. Perhaps most important with respect to WorldConi’s claims on this suhjcct is the 

fact tha t  beyond the theoretical. this CLEC. a facililies-based provider actually competing in 

& Ehliibit 69, Hoptinxer Rebuttal a t  I 
& E d i i h i i  4. I Ioof inurr  Dlrect at  C1.11 Ailachmcnl A ; l l - A 3 2 6  (CIA, Appendln VIM); \ce 

.- Sec Exhibit 69, Hont incer  Rebuttal a t  16. 
See Id. 
__ See Traiiscript o fP roce rd ing .  L’ol. 7 a i  91 1-12 

:<! 

1 % ;  
Exhlblt 

69. Hnpr‘iiixr Kehuual a t  15-16, 
, 3 J  

1 x 5  

IS0  
~- 



Docket Ivu. 00-7031 Page 64 

Nevada Bell's service territory, failed to idcntify any actual impediments to its interconnection 

with tievada Bell's n e t ~ o r k . ' ~ '  

b. Nevada Bell's collocation ofrerines satisfv the requirements o f  the Act 

(1)  Overview 

Nevada Bell complies with the collocation requirements of Chccklist Item I. The 137. 

Comniissioii has reviewed and approved the terms, conditions and rates in the Nevada Bell 

Collocation Tariff (the "Collocation Tariff), which includes provisions for caged, cageless. 

shared caged and adjacent structure on-site and off-site collocation, 

equipment that may be collocated; and provisions for obtaining other collocatioii arran, uenients 

tha t  have been demonstrated to bc technically feasible. At  the time the Petition was filed. the 

Collocation Tariff was pending approval of the C o n i n i i s s i o ~ i . ~ ~ ~  Even though that tariff had not 

been approved, Nevada Bell offered CLECs the option ofohtaining collocation under the terms. 

conditions and rates contained therein."'" 

I 8 8  space availability; types of 

138. In  addition, at the time the Petition was filed, Nevada Bell offered to make 

collocation available to a CLEC by negotiating the ternis and conditions entirely within an 

interconnection agreement, or by opting into an existing interconnection agreement. 

regard, Nevada Bell also explained that because i t  had entered info binding interconnection 

agreements with CLECs, which included provisions for caged, cageless, shared caged and 

adjacent structure collocation, Nc\,ada Bell's collocation terms, conditions, and rates were 

lcgally binding and could not bc changed without rcview by the Commission or the FCC."" 

191 In that 

139. The Commission has subscquently completed its review and approval of the ternis 

and conditions contained i n  thc Collocation Tariff. as well, i t  has adoptcd a full suite ofTELRlC 

1s- 

188 
See <eiicrallv Exliibit 14, Muno/ D I I K C ~ :  Exhibit 1-13 Miiiior Phase 11-B Direct. 

Sectlon 11(13)141 m. for a dlscussiir o f t l i c  proceedings i n  whlch the Conimlssioli conducted 11s 
I~I'VITU and appro\ 31 o f  the terms. c o n d ~ t ~ o n s  and rates in the Yevada Bell Collocation Tariff(l'.l!.C.N. TariffC19. 
.A. #.Z I9 I through 19.42). 
18') 

, ' i X  

,,>I 

I.)? 

- See Exlilbli 4. tiopfineer Direct 11 26. 

-~ See id , Hopfin-er Direct 7: 27-28. 
& d. Huplin-er Direcr'l'l 27-28. 

-~ See Id. 



Docket No. 00-7031 Page 65 

rate clcnients that have been incorporated into the Collocation Tariff.'93 The ternis, conditions 

and  rates in the Collocation Tariff, nioreover, mirror in many respects the Missouri collocation 

tariCf,"" LVhich the FCC found to be in compliance with Checklist Item 1 . I 9 '  Like the Missouri 

tar1 ff, the Collocation Tariff implements the requirements contained in the Advanced Se- 

First Report and Order and the Advanced Services Reconsideration Order. 

( 2 )  Standai-d 

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Act requires the BOC to provide equal-in-quality 140. 

interconnection 011 ternis and conditions that are just. reasonable and nondiscriminatory in  

accordance with the requirements o f  section 251 and 252. '"" Section 25 l(c)(6) requires ILECs to 

"provide, at rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory. for 

physical collocation of equipment necessary for interconnection or access to unbundled network 

elements at  the premises of the local exchange carriers, except that the carrier may provide for 

virtual collocation if the local exchange carrier demonstrates to the State commission that 

physical collocation is not practical for technical reasons or because of space limitations."" 

141. I n  the Local Competition Order, the FCC adopted specific rules to implemcnt the 

collocation rcquircmenls of Section 25 1 (c)(6).")* In the Advanced Services Order, the FCC 

adopted addilional rules. which among other things, required that ILECs make available 

additional forms o f  physical collocation known as shared and cageless collocation 

, q :  & Section Il( l3)(4) m, tor J discuasion of t l ic  piuceedings in WII ICI I  !he Conunission conducrcd i t s  
I C V I C \ Y  arid approval o f  the terms. condi~ionc and rates in the Ne\ada  Bell Collocation Tariff (P.U.C.N. TaIiffC19- 
A, b $  19 I through 19.42). 

Compaie. c . ~ .  P.U.C.N. TarilTCIO-A. S 19.0.l ~ S W B T  Missouri Collocation Tariff 9 6.1 (describlng PJ4 

the forms of colIocarioii offered). 
"Ii & ,\lcmor3liduni Opinion and Ordcr, Joint .AppIiciiioii b y  SBC Commuiiicalions Inc., Southwcslem B C l l  
~rrlephone Cornpanv, and Southuesierii Bell Conirnunicaiions Services. Inc. d/b/a Southuesrem Hell Lonc Distance 
Pursuaiir I U  Seciioii 27 I of-the Trleconlnluiilcations .Act of I906 To Provide In-Recion. InterLAT.4 Scrvicrs in 
.Arkatisas and  Missouri. CC Docket KO. 01-194 (rcl. N o v .  16, 2001). 11 92. 

See SBC Texas Orders, 61 
1 7  I!.S.C A g ?51(c)(bl 
47 C.F.R. $ $  51.321. 51.323: see Local Cornnrririon Orderl,:: 555-617. Thesc rules were upheld by the 

Liglitli Circuit in l o w  Ut i l i t i es  Board v .  FC-C, 120 F.3d 753, 818 (8"' Crr. 1997), arlirrncd in pan and reversed in 
pari  sub nom Iowa [!til. Bd. I19 S.Ct 721 

I'Jh 

, O ~  

, , w  
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IO') arrangcments. 

arrangements available when space is legitimately exhausted in a particular ILEC premises."10 

In addition, these iiew rules rcquire that lLECs make adjacent collocation 

132. The Advanced Services Reconsideration Order established additional collocation 

rules in a few select areas, including the requirement that, i n  the event of a collocation denial on 

the grounds a CLEC's equipment does not meet safety standards, the ILEC must provide a list of 

equipment the ILEC locates a t  a particular premises, together with an alfidavit attesting that all 

such equipment meets or cxceeds the safety standard that the ILEC contends the compctitor's 

equipment fails to meet. The AdLjanced Scnices Reconsideration Order further requires that 

"[ali i incuinbcnt LEC must allow a rcquesting teleconlniunications carrier reasoiiahle access to 

its selected collocation space during construction."Z"' 

( 3 )  Analysis 

Nevada Bell provides collocation as  one means of obtaining interconnection and 143. 

access to network elements on an tinbundled basis consistent with Section 2SI(c)(G), and the 

corresponding FCC r u l c ~ . ~ ' ' ~  Nevada Bell ensures that CLECs may collocate the equipment 

necessary to intcrconnect with its network on Nevada Bell's premises. Nevada Bell makes its 

collocation offerings available through the Collocation Tariff. through which a CLEC may apply 

for collocation space even while its state certification is pending or prior to obtaining a final 

approved interconncction agree men^."" Iri thc alternative, a CLEC inay obtain collocation by 

negotiating the terms and conditions wi th in  an interconnection agreement or opt into the t e r m  

and conditions of  another CLEC's esistiiis intercoiincction agreement with Nevada Bell.'"' 

( A )  Physical Collocation 

In  a physical collocatioii arrangement, ;I competitor leases space at a LEC's 143. 

premises for its equipment. The competing providcr has physical access Lo this space to iilstall, 

& Exhlblr 4. Houfincer Direcr 1' 26: 
See Exliihii 4. Hopfinger Direcl l ,  26; see 3& P U C.N TarifTC-19A 4 19.5 I 
See Exhihit 4. Hopllnqer Direcr 1 26. 

P.L.C.N.  TarifffC-19A 4 19.3 3. 
lili 

IO, 
- 
- 
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maintain, and repair its equipnient."' Through the Collocation Tariff, Nevada Bell offers Caged 

Pliysical Collocation as one of scvcral options to CLECs.'"" The Caged Collocation option 

provides the collocator with an individual cnclosure that may be as small as the minimum size 

sufficienl IO house and maintain a single rack or bay of equipment.'"' 

145. In the Local Competition Order, thc FCC required that an ILEC "provide to a 

requesting telecoiriinunicatioiis carrier technical information about [its] network facilities I O  

allo\r. the requesting carrier to achieve intcrconnection . . .. 'J"' Nevada Bell provides CLECs 

with the information necessary to complete the construction o f  a collocation arrangement 

consistent with this requirement. A CLEC obtaining physical collocation from Nevada Bell is 

provided access through the CLEC Online website to a copy of the Interconnector's Collocation 

Services Handbook for Physical Collocation in Nevada.'"" In addition, collocation installation 

details are contained in  Nevada Bell's technical puhlications, which are incorporated by 

rcfcrcnce into the Collocation Tariff.'"' 

146. In the Advanced Services-, the FCC required that ILECs allocate the costs 

of preparing a preniises lor collocation among potential collocators, rather than making the first 

collocator in a premises responsible for all site preparation and safety costs."' Under the 

Collocation Tariff, Nevada Bell provides floor space and a cage enclosure, and the associated 

prcparation and security charges, iii iticremcnls as sniall as one foot.'" Nevada Bell specifically 

notified CLECs o f  the availability ofcollocation in increments of less than 50 square feet 

S s  Advanced Services Ordcr '1 19 n. 2 I 
& txliibii 4.  Hopf inwr  Direcr'l 42. 
See Id., Ilopfinver Direcr1:42; p?al\llP.I.l.C.N TariffC-19A 
Scc 47 C.F R 4 51.305(g) 

l i i 5  

'M 

?,I, 

2 0 Y  
19.6.1 

~~ 

_. 
Exhibit 4. Hopfincer Direci Tcsrinion\al 40.  1'11, 

: , I )  P (1 C.N. Taii f f fC-19A 4 1'1.10 I Any dispiiics regarding revis io i is  to or implenientarion o l l he  iccliiiical 
publications applyill: to physical colloc3tioii arrangemenis ~ ' 1 1 1  be resolvcd by use of (I) mediation. ( 2 )  any dispuio 
icsolii l iuii process prtmiulgated by thc NeLada Coinmission, or ( 3 )  any oilier method mutually agreed 1 0  hy rhe 
panies. P L1.C.N Tarifl'C-19.4 4 19.10.2.1 

F.3d ar 1 2 7 .  

? I ,  A d w i c e d  Scr\ ices Ordcr 1 5 I. Thc D C .  C-ircuir upheld iliii aspeci o f i h e  FCC's rules. LTE v.  FCC. 205 

Enhibil4. Hopfinecr Direcl Testimony7: 42: =eeP.LJ.C.N TarlffC-19.4 5 19.6.1.1 111 
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through an acccssible letter issued on February 29, 2000."' Through this policy, CLECs in 

Nevada are assured that  the first collocator in a premises does not bear the entire cost of site 

preparation and security. 

147. In  the Adwnced Senicc  Order, the FCC also enhanced its colloci~tioii rules to 

requirc an I L K  to make shared, cageless and adjacent collocation arrangements available to 

requesting carriers."' Nevada Bell makes physical collocation i n  each of the forms required by 

the FCC. 

(B) Sharcd Collocation 

148. In  a shared physical collocation arrangement, two or more CLECs share caged 

collocation space pursuant to ternis and conditions agreed to by the CLECs."' Using language 

that mirrors the FCC's language. the Collocation Tariff defines this as "caged collocation space 

shared by two or more collocators pursuant to terms and conditions agreed lo and between the 

Collocarors."'"' Nevada Bell prorates the charges for site conditioning and construction of the 

shared cage and allocates the charges to each collocator based on the percentage of total space 

utilized by each collocator or as othcnvise agreed among the c o l l o c a t o r ~ . ~ ' ~  Nevada Bell does 

not limit the requesting CLEC's ability to contract with other CLECs to share a collocation cage 

in a sublease-type arrangcment. Nevada Bcll permits each CLEC to order UNEs and to 

pro\ ision service from that shared collocation space, regardless of whether that CLEC was the 

original co l lo~a tor . ' !~  The first collocator in  an area i s  iiot responsible for the entire cost of site 

preparation and sccurity. Rather, each collocator will only be responsible for its pro rata sliare of 

thcse costs based on the square lootagc of space used by each collocaror.'"' 

I I  

'i 

!I; 

rcqueit a brna l le r  Cagcd or Shared Cagr Collocarion mangcmeni  (less t h d n  50 square feet) by suhmirting an 
:Zpplicauon for Physical Collocation and selectiiig i l i e  'Caged' or 'Shared Cage' option." 

t l h b l r  4. HoDfinCcr Direct ~ ~ r ~ r i r n o n ~  7; 42. at  I 7. ~ l ~ l i e  accessible letter siaics, "Collocaiors may  SO 

? I 4  

? I '  

!I<, 

:,- 
11% 

I , 9 

Adunced Sers'ices Ordcr 1,141-41. 
- Id ~ 1 4 I ; ~ ~ 4 7 C . F . R .  4 5 1  323(k)(l) 
P Y . C . Y .  TariffC-19A 9 19.7.1. 
Exhihit 4, H o ~ f i n ~ e r D i r e c l T e s r 1 m o n v ~ l 4 3 :  P.I!.C.h. TariifC-IOA C. 19.6.1.1(8). 
Eshihi l  4. Hopfincer Di rec rTcs t imony~44 :  P.U.C.N. TarifTC-19A 4 19.6.1.1(0). 
Exliihir 4, HoDfinrer Direcr Tesrinioni: a 46. a1 18: P.IJ.C N. TarlfiC- 19A C. 19.19.2(B)(2). 
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(C)  Caqeless Collocation 

149. In a caged physical arrangement, a competitive LEC leases and has direct 

physical acccss to caged space at the incumbent LEC’s structure for its equipment. Cagclcss 

physical collocation eliminates the cage surrounding the CLEC’s equipment.”0 

[ D )  Adjacent Collocation 

150. I n  adjacent physical collocation. the CLEC’s equipment is located wi thin  a 

conirollcd environmental vault or similar structure that the CLEC or its contractor constructs on 

property leased from the [LEC.”’ To the extent technically feasible, when space is legitimately 

exhausied in Nevada Bell’s central office, CLECs may physically collocate on Nevada Bell’s 

property i n  adjacent controlled environmental vaults or similar structures that Nevada Bell uses 

to housc telecommunications equipment. If interior space in the central office becomes 

available, N e u d a  Bcll wi l l  allow the CLEC to relocate its equipment from an adjacent racility 

into the interior space.”’ In addition, the Collocation Tariffprovides that when space is 

legitiinately exhausted, and thc collocator’s adjacent on-site space is not within 50 feet, the 

collocator has thc option o f  using an ad.jacent ofi-site arrangemet~t.”~ If on-site interior space 

lieconics available, Nevada Bell will allow the CLEC to relocate iis equipment from an adjacent 

raciliiy into the interior space. 

(E) 

In addition to requiring the additional lonns o f  physical collocation dcscribed 

Additional Requircments of the Advanced Services Order 

15 I .  

abo\.e. ihe FCC’s Ad~anced  Scrviccs Order also spccified requirements in the areas of CLEC 

IICCCSS to collocaied equipment, spacc cxhaust io~~ proccdures. nondiscriminatory space 

rcscrvaiion, and CLEC equipment safety standards. 

, ,  

& 4 ?  C.F.R. 9 51.323(k)(2).  .. 7 %  

I?, 
-~ scc Id. 5 I .323(k)(3).  

1.. 

Exh ib i l4 .  Hnpfineer Dirsc iTesr lmonvl ,47.  at 18: P.Li C N . ’ l a r i f f C - I O A  $ 196.1. l (D)  
P I l , C . N . ’ l a r 1 t f C - l 9 A  t; 19.6 . l . l (D) .  

~.. 
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I. CLEC access to collocated equipment 

152. In tlie Advanced Senices  Order, the FCC required ILECs to allow collocators to 

access their equipment on a 24-hour-a-day, seven-day-a-week, basis.”4 In full compliance with 

this requirement. through the Collocation Tariff, Nevada Bell ensures that collocators have 

BCCCSS to their equipment twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, without need for any 

securit!, escort for all forms of physical collocation ~ c a g e d .  shared, cageless and adjacent:.. In 

the Advanccd Services Reconsideration Order, the FCC extended this requirenient to further 

require [hat “[aln incumbent LEC must allow a requesting telecommunications carrier reasonable 

access io its selected collocation space during consiruction.”L2” The Collocation Tariff provides 

in tlie pertinent provision that “[c)ollocators will also have reasonable access to their selected 

collocation spacc during constructiori.”2’i 

,,? 

i i .  Space exhaustion procedures 

153. Physical collocation orCLEC equipment is available in Nevada Bell’s preniises 

\\herever technically feasible and where space permits.”’ In the event that Nevada Bell receives 

a n  application for physical collocation, where there is not sufficient space available to nicet that 

request i n  that particular central officc. Nevada Bell provides the CLEC and the Commission a 

letter within IO days of the submission of the completed application. 

154. Concurrently with tlic IctLer, Nevada Bell will providc under seal to the CLEC and 

Coinmission: ( I )  the ccntral office coinmon lang~age  identifier; (2) the identity of thc requesting 

Collocator, including the aniouiit of space requested by thc Collocator; (3) the total ainount of 

spacc at the prcniises; (4) floor plans documented as provided for in Section 3.8 of the 

Interconnector’s Collocation Sen-ices Handbook; (5) identification of switch turnaround plans 

and othcr cquipnient remoYal plans and timelines, if any ;  (6) central office 

A d \  ancrd ScrL ices O r d e r  49  221  

..- 
See A d v a n c e d  Services Recoi~siderar~on Order‘! 60: P.I!.CN. Tariff C- l9A  5 19.6. I .2(E).  Nevada Bel l  .~ 

3 1 ~ 1  pmvidrs  collocalors with  rensrmable access io restroom hc i i i t i es  and parking. P.U.C.N.  Tarifl-C-19A $ 
1‘) 6.I.L(F). 
IIY h Exhib i t  4. Hoplinter Dirrc iTc<i imonyq!  26 
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rcarrangemcnt/expansion plans, if any; and (7) a description of other plans, if any, that may 

reliwe space exhaustion.”” In addition, Nevada Bell maintains a publicly available document 

on the Internet at https://clec.sbc.coin that identifies any premises that have been identified to be 

fu l l .  Nevada Bcll updates this document within I O  days of the date a premise is detemiined to be 

out o f  physical collocation space.”” 

155. As provided in the Collocation Tariff, if space is not available to accommodate 

the CLEC’s request, the CLEC may request a tour o f the  premises. This tour  will be scheduled 

\ b i t h i n  five business days from the date the written request for such a tour is received froin the 

CLEC. If the CLEC believes, based on the inspcction tour, that the denial of space is 

unsupportable, the CLEC so advises Nevada Bell. The CLEC and Nevada Bell then each 

concurrently prepare a report detailing findings of the inspection tour. The reports are to be 

concurrently scnjcd on each other and subniitted to the Commission no later than 45 days 

following the filing o f  the request for space. The burden of proof is on Nevada Bell to justify the 

basis for any denial of collocation requests.’” 
... 

(111) Nondiscriminatory space resenmion 

156. In the ,4dvanced Services Order, the FCC “speciflied] that neither an incumbent 

LEC nor any incuntbcnt LEC affiliate may resen’e space for future use on preferential terms.""' 
The Collocation Tarilf provides nondiscrimination standards for space reservation, as well as 

requircmcnts regardins Nevada Bell’s ability to reserve space for its own cquipmeitt.‘” In order 

to maxiniize the amotint of space available Tor physical collocation, Nevada Bell will, upon 

rcasonable request by  a collocator or upoti ordcr of the Commission, reniove obsoletc unused 

equipment froin premises that have no space a v a i l a b l ~ . ” ~  

;/ 

i: 

~~ 

I,,, 

Id. p IO 6.2(4) .  
- Id. 5 10.6.?(U).  
P.1: C.N. TarllTC-19A 5 19 6 2(A) .  
,Advanced Sr r v i ces  Order 1; 5 3 ;  mx47 C.F.R 8 5 1.323(0 
P . L  C.N. I~ar f IC- I ‘ IA C; 19 2 (defining “Leg~t~rna ie ly  Exhausted”) 
P. l l .C N TariKC-19A $19.h.2(B).  
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(iv) CLEC eauipment safety standards 

157. 111 the Advanced Services Order, the FCC specifically ruled that an ILEC could 

require that a collocnting CLEC's equipment satisfy the Telcordia (formerly Bellcore) Network 

Equipment and Building Specifications ("NEBS") Level 1 safety standards to the same extent 

that the I L K  applies these requirements to its own equipni~nt .?~ '  In accord with that ruling, thc 

Collocation Tariff requires that a CLEC's equipnient must satisfy the NEBS Level I safety 

standards to the same extent that Nevada Bell applies these requirements to its own equipment 

I C  there are disputes concerning safety standards, the Collocation Tariff provides for dispute 

resolution and formal complaint processes."" 

158. In addition, in the Advanced Sewices Order. the FCC specifically ruled that in the 

event an ILEC denied collocation of a CLEC's equipment on the basis of safety standards, then 

the I LEC must within five husiness days provide a list of all ILEC equipment located in  the 

premises, along with an affidavit attesting that all such equipment meets the safcty standard that 

thc ILEC contends the CLEC's equipment fails to satisfy."' In addition, in the .Advanced 

Services Reconsideration Order.  he FCC further specified the infomiation that must be 

contained i n  such an affidavit. ruling as follows: 

This affidavit must set forth i i i  detail: the exact safety requirement that the requesting 
carrier's equipment does not satisfy; the incumbent LEC's hasis for concluding that the 
requesting carrier's equipment does not meet this safety requirement; and the incumbent 
LEC's hasis for concluding why collocation of equipment not meeting this safety 
rcquircment would compromise network safety:~ 

The Collocation Tariff incorporates these procedures and standards."" 

' > X  

(F) Vinual Collocation 

159. Regardless of the availability of physical collocation, Ncvada Bell also provides 

virtiial collocation.2J" In a virtual collocatiori arrangernenl, the cornpelitor designates the 

2 3 5  

li,, 
Advanced Scrv ices  Order 1' 35 
P.l!.Cr\. TariffC-19A $ 19.10 I .-. 
.Advanced Services Order 1: 36 
47 CFR b 5 I .32?(b). 

. I  

l is  

P L;.C.S:TarlffC-l9A 5 19.10.1. 
rC Exhibit 1. Hopfinser Direct 11 60. 
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equipment to be placed at the incumbent LEC's premises. The competing provider, however, 

does not have physical access to the incunibcnt's premises. Instcad. the equipment is under the 

physical control of the incumbent LEC, and the incumbent is responsible for installing, 

maiiitaining, and repairing the competing provider's 

160. Nevada Bell uses the sanie engineering practices for virtually collocated 

equipment as i t  does for its own similar equipment in detemiining the placement of equipment 

and routes for a11 connecting cabling between collocation equipment.'" Under the Collocation 

lariff, the CLEC fiiniishes the equipment, which is lhen engineered and installed by a mutually 

agreed upon vendor. The collocator niay select this installation vendor for the virtually 

collocated equipment.'" 

161. Under traditional virtual collocation, Nevada Bell will maintain and repair 

virtually collocated equipment, upoii notification by thc collocator and availability of spare pans 

as provided by the collocator, using (he same standards that Nevada Bell uses for maintaining 

and repairing its own equipment.""' Under certain circumstances presented in the non-traditional 

form of \,irtual collocation offcred by Nevada Bcll. that is, i n  Controlled Environmental Vaults 

("CEVs"), huts, and cabinets where pliysical Collocation space is not available, a Collocator may 

opt for Lir tual  collocation wherein the Collocator niaintains and repairs the virtually collocated 

equipment.'" Nevada Bell also may, at its option, elect to offer this maintenance alternative in 

one or inore of its central offices and in one or more of its CEVs, huts. and cabinets where 

physical collocation space is available.'"' 

162. 111 addition to tlic forms ofphysical and virtual collocation described above, 

Ncvada Bell will consider requests for othcr collocation arrangements. The Collocation Tariff 

providcs that Nevada Bell "will provide othcr collocation arrangenlents that have becn 

demons~rated to be leclinically feasible. Deployment by ally ILEC of a collocation at~aflgenlent 

1' 1 

:J? 

',i 

!,I 

A d v a n c e d  S e r v l c w ' i  19 n. 2 I 
Ser Exliibil 4 Hopfincer Direci 1' 63:  P.L' C.N. Tariff C-IDA $ 19.29. 
See Ehhibit 4. k g t i n c e r  Direct 9 63: P.U.C.N. Tar i f fC-IgA t; 19.23.1(C). 
See Evhibi l4.  Bpl inxe r  Direct1 64, at 23-24:  P U C.S .  TarlffC-19.4 p 19.23 

"' P.1i.C.N Tar1l fCI9A \E 1937 
P 1J.C.N. T x i f f C l 9 A  8 1[).23. !,(, 
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zives rise to a rebuttable presumption in favor of a CLEC seeking collocation in [Nevada Bell’s] 

Eligible Structures that such an arrangement is technically f~asible.”’~’ The Collocation Tariff 

also provides for the use o f  a microwave transmission niedium as an entrance facility to 

collocation where technically and structurally feasible.”x 

(GI Processinq Collocation Requests (Ordering and Provisioninq) 

( 1 )  Preordering 

163. Prior to submitting an application for physical collocation, a CLEC may request a 

report that indicates the available collocation space in a particular Nevada Bell premises. After 

recciving that request, Nevada Bell provides a report to the requesting CLEC specifying: (1)  the 

aniount  of  collocatiori space available; (2) the number ofcurrent collocators; (3) any 

modifications i n  the use of the space since the last report; and (4) measures Nevada Bell is 

taking, i f  any, to make additional spacc available.”Y 
. .  

(11) Order- 

164. The FCC indicated, in the Advanced Services Order, that 10 days &‘as a 

reasonable amount of time within which to infomi a new entrant whether its collocation 

application is accepted or denied.”” In accordance with this standard, the Collocation Tariff 

provides that Nevada Bell will generally notily a collocator whcther its request for collocation 

space has been ganted or denied due to a lack of space within 10 days of submission of the 

conipleted application.”’ Intervals providing confimied price and construction deadlines run 

concurrently \villi tlic IO-day iioti licatioii iiitewal for availahle space dcpcnding on the number 

.I 

0 / /  

.I 

1 1 x  
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l i t ,  

Exhibit 4, HoDfinxer Direcl Teshniony1’48; P.LI.C’.N. Tar lRC-IOA $ 19.8.1 
P.U.C.N. TariIfC-19.4 19.6.?(R). 
Advanced S c n i c e s  Order ‘’ 55.  

’” P.LJ.C.N.TariffC-19A~ 19.6.1.1.1. ~~ 
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orapplications submitted by one CLEC at one time."' 
. . .  

(111) Provisionins 

165. Once Nevada Bell confirms the applicable rates, the entire quotation. including 

rhe provisioning interval, is forwarded to the CLEC. Once the quotation isprovided. the 

requesting CLEC has up to 65 business days to either accept or reject Nevada Bell's estimate and 

proposed provisioning interval for physical collocation.'- ' 5 3  

166. For physical collocation (including caged and shared), Nevada Bell provides a 90- 

day construction turnaround for space within its premises that has been designated as "active 

collocation In the Advanced Services Reconsideration Order, the FCC specifically 

stated that an ILEC may request that a srate commission adopt different intervals: "A state could 

sel its own standard by statute, through an existing or future rulemaking order, by enforcing a 

state tariff, or by applying the precedent of a state arbitration decision. An ILEC, of course, may 

pctition a state to extend the application processing and provisioning interval deadlines in  

specific c i rc~ ins tance~  (-. conditioning space in a premises is particularly difficult).""' In 

approving the Collocation Tariff, the Conimission approved Nevada Bell's request for an 

additional 30 days to prepare space unconditioned to support telecommunications equipment in a 

manner contemplated by the FCC. Accordin_rly, the Collocation Tariff provides that for space 

that has not been conditioncd. 30 days is added to the interval to reflect the enginccring and 

Sect iot i  19.6. I .4 of the Collocatton Tar i f f  inon ptwi ides that tlic Iiitervals pro\'iding confirmed price and 2 5 :  

consttuctioii deadlines are dekrmined as fnllnws: 

\umber 0 1  Applicatioiis 
By Oiie Cullorator 

1-5 
6-10 

16-20 
1 i - l i  

Quotation l i i rerval  

10 calctidar days 
I 5  calendar days 
20 caleiidar days 
25  calendar days 

Should a collocaror submit 21 or tiiore applicaiions within I O  days. rhe quotalioli iiiterval i s  increased by tivc dJys 
for every f i v e  additional application\ or fraction rhcreof. 
Is-, 

?<, 
& Exhibit  4, W n K e r  Ilirccrll 34. P L.C.S .  Tar i f lC-19A 5 19.6.1.?(B). 
T h e  ierm " .Ac i i \e  Collocarion Space" I S  dcfiiicd in the Collocatlon Tarif f  to mcans the spacc within an 

Eligible Srruciurr which cart be desipaied fur physical collocation and which has sufficient releconiniunicartons 
inlrasrrucrure sysrrms. including pourr Any other space is referrcd to in rhe Collocation Tariff as "Olhcr (Inactive) 
C-ollncarioii Spacc." Leg I'U C.N. Tar i f fC-19A \$ 19.2. 
? $ <  

Advanced Seruces Reconsideratioti Order 'I 22 ~~~ 
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construction time necessary to convert inactive space 10 active collocation space.”” The 

Collocation Tariff also contains quotation intervals and implementation intervals for virtual 

collocation, which arc similar to those for physical ~ o l l o c a t i o n . ~ ~ ’  

B. Checklist Item 2 -Unbundled Network Elements 

1.  0 verv i em, 

167. Nevada Bell has dcmonstratcd that i t  provides nondiscriminatory access to 

network elerncnts. The Company offers unbundled network elements at cost-based rates. 

CLECs have nondiscriminatory access to all of the functions of Nevada Bell’s operating support 

systenis. Coinpctitors can and have successfully built application-to-application interfaces that 

allow them access to the full suite ofNevada Bell’s system functions, including those that the 

FCC has indicated are necessary catalysts to competition: (i) pre-ordering, ( i i )  ordering, (iii) 

provisioning, (iv) maintenance and repair, and (v) billing functions. 

Nevada Bell’s testimony, Nevada Bell’s performance results, Pacific Bell’s perfonnance results. 

the Caliromia OSS Test, and the CPUC’s Final Decision on Pacific Bell’s 271 Filing 

(“California Order”) lead to the following conclusions: Nevada Bell has deployed the necessary 

systems and personnel to provide CLECs nondiscriminatory access to each of the necessary OSS 

functions; Nevada Bell is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to 

implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them; and, the Regional OSS are 

opcralionally ready. 

In  sum, the weight of 

_.  7 Standard 

168. Nevada Bell must demonstratc that i t  provides nondiscrinlinatory access “to 

network elements in accordance with the requirements of section 25 1 (c)(3) and 252(d)( 1 ).””’ 

The FCC has identified a number of UNEs, including OSS. that Nevada Bell must make 

% Exhibit 4 .  Hopfincer nirec i  11 15. F ’ . C  N Tar~f fC- lOA 9 19 6 I 
P.11.C V .  l.arlffC-19A \\ 19.28.1 

? %  

2 1 -  


